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ABSTRACT 

In 1982, a survey of California community colleges 
was conducted to determine which standardized tests were being used 
at entrance to college for matriculation and/or placement and to 
ascertain how satisfied users were with the instruments. Surveys were 
sent to administrators or staff involved with entrance and assessment 
practices at 106 California cpmmunity colleges, asking them to 
indicate (1) which instruments were accepted or required for . 
entrance, and which were used for placement into writing, reading, 
English as a Second Language (ESL), and math programs; and (2) their 
level of satisfaction wittf each instrument. Study findings, based on 
responses from 99 colleges, revealed: ( 1) general aptittfde tests were 
required at entrance for full-time students by only 20 colleges and 
were recommended by 19 schools; (2) the American College Test (ACT) 
and the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) were mentioned more often than 
any other tests for entrance assessment, though only two of the 
colleges required ACT scores and only one required SAT scores ft™ 
applicants; (3) assessment for English placement was required by 56* 
of the colleges, for reading placement by 321, for math placement by 
25*, and for ESL placement by 201; and (4) the Comparative Guidance 
and Placement Test was the most Used testing battery and the one with 
which respondents were most satisfied. (HB) 
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Abstract 

Respondents to a survey stnt to 106 flalifornia 
community colleges in 1982 were asked to identify the 
major tests used at entrance ^o coll eg* -for matr i cmI *t i on 
and/or placement. They were also asked to evaluate the 
instruments and to indicay whether students ^ere 
required or recommended toXjake them. Of the 99 colleges 
responding*^ the survey, fewer than 20'/. required 
assessment for matriculation. Assessment for English 
placement was required by 34%, for reading by 32%; for 
math by 25%; and only 20'/. required assessment for English 
as a Second Language. Locally-developed instruments were 
more used than any single published instrument in all 
areas except reading. The best-known standardized tests, 
the ACT and SAT, were almost never required for any kind 
of placement assessment. The testing battery that ranked 
highest was the Comparative Guidance and Placement 
battery. 



\ 
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TESTS IN USE AT CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES: 
Standardized Tests Most Used for Placement in 

English, Reading, ESL, and Math 

f 

Assessment testing at entrance to coirimunity colleges 
in California has become a topic of major interest 
thrbUghout the state. Although there is currently no 
Legislative or Board of Governors requirement that 
assessment is mandatory, the state may soon follow the 
lead of such states as New Jersey and, Florida (Drakulich, 
1980, Luckenbill * McCabe, 1978) in establishing such a 
requirement. One indication of the level of interest is 
the study of matriculation models at designated pilot 
schools being conducted by the community college Board of 
Governors during 1983-1985. All of the models contain a 

testing component. 

In the strortg 1 ikl ihood that entrance assessment is 
mandated, a major question will be which instrument or 
"instruments will be used. In the winter of 1982-1983, a 
survey was sent to all 106 California community colleges 
to determine which tests were being used for 
matriculation and/or placement at t^trance^ and how 



satisfied the users were wl th the instruments. 
Administrators or staff involved with entrance and 
assessment practices at 99 colleges <93.4X> responded to 
the questionnaire. 
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In addition to i ndi cat i ng, wh I ch instrument* were 
accepted or reou i rt d at entrance and for placement into' 
writing, reading, English as a second language, and math 
programs, respondents were asked to indicate, a 
satisfaction level for each instrument from 1 (Very 
Dissatisfied) to 5 (Vtry Satisfied). 

Presented, below are the data regarding the use and 
satisfaction level of the instruments colleges required 

or accepted for entrance and/or for placement. In all the 

* >i i 

tables, the number reporting satisfaction scores for each 
instrument is provided. (This number should be considered 
when examining satisfaction averages as, in many cases, 
the total number reporting satisfaction is below 10.) The 
number Of different tests reported will be .provided* but 
only those tests reported more than once will be listed 
on the tables below. 

Background 

Assessment at entrance is generally requested for 
one of two purposes: official matri cut at ion! and/or 
placement. While tfcere may be considerable overlap 
between the two categories, in general, matriculation 
instruments tend to be aptitude tests or batteries, 
usually major examinations with national reputations and 
norms, such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or the 
American College Test (ACT). In selective admissions 
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colleges, such test* may be used to determine acceptance; 
in open-door colleges they may be used as part of the 
f orr M acp I i cat icn^ required for a student to become 
? ".u1ated" as well as to provide general 
, t ■; . . n for counselors. 

When matriculation assessment is not required, 
placement instruments, if used, tend to be narrower, 

cipl ine-specif ic tests, and they often are 
locally-developed. 

Instruments for Matriculation 
General aptitude tests at entrance were, requ i red for 
full -time students by only 2Q of the 99 colleges 
responding to the questionnaire, recommended by 1? and 
not asked for by 55. Thirteen others provided names of 
tests they would accept. (Percentages will not be used in 
the .discussion when referring tq "a portion of the 9? 
responses to the survey, as the^number closely 
approximates the percent. Check tables for additional 

data.) • 

Of the instruments named for entrance assessment, 
the ACT and SAT were mentioned far more often than any 
other instrument, the ACT by 29 colleges <56.9X of 52 
colleges reporting use of such instruments) and the SAT 
by 27 <52.&p. They were rarely required, however, with 
the ACT being required at only 2 of the 29 colleges that 
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named it, and the SAT by only 1 of 27. In general, they 
were reported as one of a group of tests, any of whi€h g 
would be accepted by the college at entrance. On the 
satisfaction scale of 1 to S (see above), the ACT 
averaged 3.26 and the SAT, 3.80. Table 1 provides 
information about all matriculation «tusts reported by at 
least four colleges. 



Insert Table 1 



The next most-mentioned exam, the School and College 
Ability Test (SCAT) was named by 12 colleges (23.9% of 
those reporting use of a matriculation instrument). Only 
2 of those colleges indicated they required It, 
satisfaction average was 3.54. The next three 

■ o 

instruments named, the Nelson-Denny (NDRT), and 
Comparative Guidance and Placement battery (CGP) , and the 
Cooperative tests (English, reading, or math), although 
mentioned less often than SAT, ACT, or SCAT, were more 
likely to be required. The NDRT, mentioned by 10 
colleges and required by 4, had a satisfaction average of 
3.48, whMe the CGP, mentioned by 8 and required b> 3,, 
had a 4.69 satisfaction average, the highest of all the 
instruments. The EPT, an exam developed for use by the 
California state university system, had a 4.0 rating. 

T 

O ♦ 
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Lowest levels of satisfaction for instruments were the 
College Board at (2.0) and the Davis and Stanford 
Diagnostic reading tests <at 2.5 each); the number of 
users reporting was extremely small , however. 

6 Placement Instruments 

EnoHsh As sessment by Objective Exam 

'Assessment for placement in English was by far the 
most common use of placement testing, indicated by 65 
colleges. Data show that English assessment by objective 
exam was required by 55 colleges (64.7 percent of those ' 

i 

reporting assessment for Engl i sh) .«Local 1 y developed' 
instruments were used by 18 colleges and required at 13 
of these. Second in use was the Cooperative English or 
Reading (Co-op), with 10 mentions, then the CGP with 9, 
the NDRT with 8, and the SCAT, TASK (Stanford Test of - 
Academic Skills), and TSUE <T«st of Standard Wr i t ten 

'* 

English), with 6 each. 

J 

Of these 6 instruments, plus the ..local tests, 
highest satisfaction levels were earned by the CGP and 
, the TSWE, both of which had an average of 4.17| the CGP 
and the TSWE are also the most recently-developed tests 
on the, list. Local instruments averaged a satisfaction 
level of 3.99, followed by Co-op at 3.85, the SCAT at > 

* Sixty four colleges reported some use of * 
writing sample for English placement; over 40% of these" 
were written in class. 
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3.70, tht TASK at 3.45, and the NDRT at 3.30. The 
numbers reporting satisfaction, however, except for the 
users of local tests, were all fewer than 10. 

Twelve published instruments were named more than 
onO, and another 12 were named once, for a total of 24 
published instruments, in addition to the group 

catalogued under locally-developed tests. See Table 2 

■ a 

for specific details. \ 



Table. .2 



R*adino <ft **essment 

Seventy-five colleges reported using reading 

assessment for placement, with only 32 <42.7% of users) 
requiring"* test for placement and 43 <37.3% of users) 
recommending one. However, only eight instruments, other 
than the 1 oc all y 7 deve looped tests, received more than one; 
mention <16 instruments were named once only, for a total 
of 24 publ ished instruments). Unlike the other three 
areas of assessment, for which the most often used test 
was a Jocally-developed one, only 5 colleges <6.TA of 
users) mentioned a local reading test, and satisfaction 
with local tests, at 3.0, was lower than with published 
instruments. 

The most frequently used, instrument for reading 



Q 



J ■ Tests* 1 iq Use, p.. 9 ' 

-\ 

assessment was the NDRT, used by 18 colleges <24.0% of 
the colleges doing reading assessment) with a 
satisfaction average of 3.53. .Ten col 1 eges required it , 
and 8 recommended it. The next most used tool was the 
COP, used by 9 colleges <12.0/£) with a satisfaction level 
of 3.83. Only one user of C6P required it._ . 

Other instrument's 'reported more than once we're the 
Co-op Reading test, with 7 mentions, the Davis with 6, 

a 

the TASK with 5, the Gates-MacGinltie with 4, the SORT - 
with 3, and ACTtCPP wi th 2. 

Highest satisfaction level among those instruments 
was the Gatts-HacGLni t it with a 4.33 average 9 and the 
lowest were the NDRT at 3.53 and the ACT-CPP at 3.0. 
Reporting ra.tes were very- low on all reading instruments 
except, relatively, for the NDRT. Table 3 provides 
information about reading- assessment. - 



Table 3 



Assessment for Non-Native Speakers of English 

Only 52 colleges reported ESL assessment. Only 20 
colleges <38.5X of those reporting) required placement 
testing for ESC. , Thirty-two .SK of users) recommended 
it. Locally-developed tests were the most used tool, 
with 17 colleges <32.7% of users) reporting use of local 



Tests in Use, p 10 

■ ♦ fc - 

. ^instruments, 10 requiring assessment wi tj^ local tool s and 
7 recommending! Satisfaction with local test's averaged 

* 3.7. ^ ' ' . ' ' - • * . 

Only 7 instrument*,, other than locally-developed 
onjs were named more than once <8 other instruments were 
named once each, for a total of 13 identified published 
instruments for ESLK The Michigan Test of English 

Language Prof i ci ency was reported 9 times' (by 17. SCO. 

' ' ' 

The Michigan, with a satisfaction average of 4.33, was 

better liked than the CELT, which had in average of 3.16 

and was used by 6 colleges. 

The NORT and, the Test of English as a Foreign 

Language (TOEFL) were each used by 4 schools, but the 

satisfaction levels, at 2.3 and 2.75, respectively, were 

i 

low; however, only 2 colleges .reported on each test. 

Other than for locally-developed tests, ESL assessment at 

entrance appeared to be little required. Table 4. below 
* * f * 

provides specific information about the tests. 
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Mathematics Assessment m 

Sixty-seven colleges indicated they used mathematics 
assessment, with 25 colleges (37.37. of users) requiring 
such assessment? Only 6 instruments, other than 
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locally-developed tests, were reported more* than once. 

1 

(Eltvtn other instruments were each named once, for a 
total of 17 tests other than the local instruments.) 

As with English and ESL assessment, the local ♦ 
instruments were the most frequently used mathematics 
assessment tools* Twenty-six colleges 08.67. of users) 
reported a local, instrument, with a 3.63 satisfaction 
average. Ten of these local tests were requ i rtdf ( %6 were 

not. • ■ „ 

The SCAT mathematics test 0 was next in user-rate, 
with 10 colleges reporting its use, half requiring it, 
and a satisfaction level of 3.69; The CGP, with 9 users, 
and the Co-op Math, with 8 reporting, were the next * 
highest used instruments. -The CGP, with a satisfaction 
rating of 3. 31, appeared more popular, however, than the 
Co-op Math at 2.99. These instruments tended to be 
-recommended at colleges rather than required. See Table 5 
for information about mathematics instruments. 

\ 

4 , Table 5 

Summary of Tests Used for Entrance or Placement 
Table 6 summarizes usage and satisfaction levels for 
the 11 major instruments receiving mention by at least 5 
colleges. Six instruments were reported more frequently 
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than other instruments, when entrance tests and all 
placement uses were combined. These instruments were, in 
order: the CGP, with 37 mentions; the NDRT, with 36 
mentions; the ACT and Co-op, with 32 mentions each; and 
the SAT and SCAT, each with 30. 

Th» COP had the broadest use and the highest 
satisfaction average of this group. f As with the SCAT and 
Co-op, however, the total number of mention* of the CGP 
relates partly to the -fact that various subtests may be 
used for, placement in different areas. Jn practice, only 

C 

11 different colleges named the CGP, while 18 named the 
Co-op and the SCAT. The- NORT, which is a single reading 
test, was named by a total of 22 different colleges. AH 
of the above tests had some multiple use for both 
matriculation and placement testing. 

The ACT and SAT, on the other hand, although they 
were named by 32 and 30 colleges, respectively, were used 
almost exclusively for matriculation and then generally 
only as one of several which were acceptable. 

Table 6 



Among the six most mentioned Instruments, the CGP, 
at 3.98, had the highest satisfaction average. The SAT, 
at 3.69, was next, followed by the Co-op at 3.67, the 
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SCAT at 3.52, tht NDRT at 3.46, and tht ACT at 3.37. Of 
all tht ttsts, tht ESL ttst— tht Mich Igan— had tht 
hightst ltvtl at 4.33, followtd by tht writing ttst— tht 
TSWE, at 4.25. Somt caution must bt ustd, howtvtr, in 
interpreting satisfaction 1 tut Is, as in somt casts 
numbtrs art undtr 10. 

Table 6 summarizes tht usagt by colltgts of tach 
type of ttst, tntranct or plactmtnt, so that comparison 
* may bt madt . 

Conclusions and Obstrvations 
In gtntral , ftwtr than half' tht colltgts rtquirtd an 
txam for plactmtnt, with tht txctption of English, for 
which plactmtnt txams wtrt rtquirtd in 55.6% of rtporting 
colltgts. Reading txams wtrt rtquirtd in 32. 3%; txams in 
mathtmatics in 25.3%) and plactmtnt txams for non-nativt 
sptaktrs of English in only 20.2%. CStt tablts for 
comparisons among tht various cattgorits for colltgts 
rtcommtndi no plactmtnt testing.) 

Many of tht colltgts rtsponding to tht survty 
indicated thty wtrt not sat i sf i td wi th thtir 
asstssmtnt/pl actmtnt programs and would bt, or alrtady 
wtrt, making major rtvisions. Rtinforcing thtst 
conctrns, wit!* qutstions about the matriculation and 
plactmtnt proctssts, art othtr groups in tht statt, such 
as tht Poststcondary Education Commission, tht Community 
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Coll to* Chancellor's Office, and even the Legislature. 

Recognizing, no doubt, the lack of satisfaction with 
many of the traditional testing instruments, and the new 
surge of interest in assessment, as well as the size of 
the potential market, major test publishers, such as ACT 
and ETS, have recently developed new instruments for the 
community college and are now piloting these. 

Testing, as most professionals know, is as best ' 
tenuous prognostication, but, as testing programs expand, 
college personnel are being increasingly faced with the 
need to evaluate and to choose the instruments they will 
use. There is value in knowing how others users regard 
the instruments they are considering. 

\ 
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Table 1 

'o 

Numbers and Percents of California Community Colleges Reporting Use of 
Assessment Instruments Accepted at Entrance to Colleges, and 
Average Satisfaction Level of Each Instrument, 
Ranked by Total Use, 1982-1983 





Test 
Instrument 


Number of 

Colleges 

"Require" 


riumuer oz 
Colleges 
"Will 
Accept", 


- 

Total 


- 

% all Colleges 
Responding 
, (99) 


% all Colleges 
Reporting 

Matriculation 
Instruments 

/ CI \ 

(51) 


Total Number 
Reporting 
and Total 
Average 
Satisfaction 
Level* 


1 . 


ACT 


2 


27 


29 


29!' 3 


56.9 


(N=29) 


3.1fe 


2. 


SAT 


1 


26 


27 


27.3 


52. '3 


(N=29) 


3.80 


3. 


SCAT 


2 


10 < 


12 


12.1 


23.5 


(N=ll) 


3.54 


4. 


NDRT 


4 


6 


10 


10.1 


19.6 


(N=10) 


3.48 


5. 


CGP 


3 " 


5 


8 


8.1 


15.7 


(N=8) 


4.69 


6. 


Coop 


5 


2 


7 


7.1 


13.7 


(N=4) 


4.00 


7. 


EPT 


0 


4 


4 


4.0 


7.8 


(N=4) 


4.25 


8. 


TASK 


3 


i 


4 


4.0 


7.8 


(N=4) 


3.25 




♦Satisfaction 


level: 1 = 


very dissatisfied 


to 5 = very satisfied 







N=52 colleges reporting matriculation assessment. R^uired by 20 (20.2% of all 
colleges); recommended by 32 (32.3% of all colleges), (j^ 
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Table 2 



English Assessment Data for California Community Colleges: Numbers and 
. ... Percent s Using Specific Test Instruments, and Average 
Satisfaction Levels, Ranked by Total Use, 1982-3983 



Test 
Instrument 



% all Colleges Total Number 



Number of 

Colleges 

"Require" 



Number of 
Colleges 
"Recom- 
mending" 



Total 



% all Colleges 
Responding 
(99) 



Reporting 
Use of 
English 
Instruments 
(85) 



Reporting 
and Total 
Average 
Satisfaction 
Level* 



1. Local 


13 


5 


18 




,18.2 


21.2 


(Nfl7) 


3.99 


2. Coop 


9 


1 


10 




lo.i 


11.8 


(N=7) 


3.85 


3. CGP 


4 


\ 5 


9 




9.1 


10.6 


(N=8) 


4.17 , 


4 . NDRT 


4 


4 


8 




8.1 


9.4 


' (N=6) 


3. 30 


5. SCAT II " 


4 


3 


7 




6.1 


7.1 


(N=4) 


3. 17 


6 . TSWE 


4 


2 


6 




6.1 


7.1 


(N=6) 


4.17 


7. TASK 


3 


3 


6 




• 6.1 


7.1 


(N=5) 


3.45 


8. ACT 




3 


3 




4.0 


3.5 


(N=2) 


4.00 ; 


9. ACT:CPP . 






2 




2.0 


2.4 


(N=2) 


3.00 


10. Davis 


2 




2 




2.0 


2.4 


(N=2) 


4.00 


11. DTLS 


2 




, 2 




2.0 


2.4 


(N=2) 


2.00 


12. ITED 


2 




2 




2.0 


2.4 


(N=2) 


•3.70 


13. SAT 

• 


1 


1 


2 




2.0 


2.4 


(N=2) 


2.00 


♦Satisfaction 


level: 1 = 


s very dissatisfied 


to 


5 ■ very 


satisfied 






N=85 colleges 
55.6% of total); 

0 

** 


reporting English 
recommended by 30 

U3 


assessment 
(35.3% of 


(85.9%). Required by 55 
85, 30. 3%, of total). 


(64.7% of 83, 


20 



Table 



Reading Assessment Data for California Community Colleges: Numbers an, Pereents, 
Using Specific Test Instruments, and Average Satisfaction Levels, 
" Ranked by Total Use, 1982-1983 



Test 
Instrument 



Number of 

Colleges 

"Require" 



1. 
2. 
3. 
°4. 
5. 



NDRT 
CGP 
Coop 
Davis 
Local 
6. TASK 
7. 



8. 
9. 



Gates- 
MacGinitie 

SDRT 

ACT:CPP 



Number of 
Colleges 
"Recom- 
mending'^ 



Total 



all Colleges 
Responding 
(99) 



all Colleges 
Reporting 

Use of 

Reading 
Instruments 
(78) 



Total Number 
Reporting 
* and Total 
Average 
Satisfaction 
Level* 



* *Satisf action levex; 1 = very -dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied 

N=75 colleges reporting reading assessment (75.8%). Required by 32 (42.7% of 
users, 32.3% of total); recommended by 43, (57.3% of users, 43. 4% of total). 



10 


8 


18 


18.2 


24.0 


(N=15) 

• 


3.53 


1. 


8 


9 


9.1 


12.0 


(N=6) 


3.83 


4 


3 


7 


7.1 


9.3 


(N=6) 


4.00 


4 


2 


6 


6.1 


8.0 


(N=5) 


3.80 


2 


3 


5 


• - 5.1 


6.7 


(N=4) 


3.00 


3 


2 


5 


5.1 


6.7 


(N=5) 


3.80 


2 


2 


A 


'4.0 


5.3 


(N=3) 


4.33 


1 


2 


3 


,3.0 


4.0 


(N=3) 


4.00 


1 


1 


2 


2.0 


2-7 


(N=2) 


3,00 



Table 4 



ESL Assessment Data for California Community Colleges: Numbers and Percents 
Using Specific Test Instruments, and Average Satisfaction 
Levels, Ranked by Total Use, 1982-1983 



Test 
Instrument 



Number of 

Colleges 

"Require" 



Number of 
Colleges 
"Recom- 
mending" 



Total 



% all Colleges 
Responding 
(99) 



% all Colleges 
" Reporting 
Use of 
ESL 
Assessment 
(52) 



Total Number 
Report ihg 
/and Total 
Average 1 
Satisfaction 
Level* 



1. 


Local 


10 


7 


17 


17.3 


J 32.7 


' (N=14) 


3.70 


2, 


Michigan 


4 


5 


.9 


9.1 


17.3 


a "(N=6) 


4.33 


3. 


CELT 


1 


7 


8 


8.1 


15.4 • 


(N=6) 


3.17 


4. 


.NDRT - 




4 


4 


• 4.0 . 


7.7 


? (<N=2) 


2.50 


5. 


TOEFL 


2 


2 


4 


4.0 


7.7 


(N=4) 


' 2.75 


6. 


EPT 


1 


3 , 


'4 


4.0 


7.7 


(N=l) , 


4.0 


7. 


STEL 


2 


1 


3 


3.0 


5.7 


(N=l) 


5.0 


8.< 


CGP 


1 


1 


2 


2.0 


3.8 


(N=2) 


3.0 




♦Satisfaction 


level: 1 * 


very 


dissatisfied to 


5 =» very 


satisfied^ 







N=52 colleges reporting ESL assessment. Required by 20 (38.5% of users, 
20. -2% of tot'al );• recommended by 32 (61.5% of users, 32.3% of total) 



23 



24 



Table . 5 



Mathematics Assessment Data for California Community Colleges: Numbers and Percents 
Using Specific Test Instruments, and Average Satisfaction Levels, 

Ranked' by Total Use, 1982-19§3 



Tjsst 
Instrument 



Number of 

Colleges 

"Require" 



Number of 
Colleges 

, "Recom- 
mending" 



Total 



% all Colleges 
Using 
(99) 



% all Colleges 
Reporting 

Use of 
Mathematics 
Assessment 
(67) 



1. 


Local 


10 


16 


26 


26.3 


38.8 


2. 


SCAT-Math 


5 


5. 


10 " 


10.1 


14.9 


3. 


CGP 


2 


7 


9 ^ 




12.0 


4. 


Coop-Math 


3 


5 


8 


.8.1 


v 10/7 


5. 


College 














Board ■ 




2 


2 


2.0 


3.0 


6. 


CTBS 


2 




2 


2.0 


3.0 


7. 


DTMS 


1 


1 


2 


2.0 


3.0 



Total Number 
Reporting 
and Total 
» Average 
Satisfaction 
Level* 



(N=18) 
(N=9) 
(N=7) 
(N=7.) 

(N=2) 
(N=2) 
(N=2) 



3.68 
3:69 
3.51 
3.00 

3:00 

3.50 
2.50 



♦Satisfaction level: 1 + very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied 



N»67 oolleges reporting matematics assessment. Required by 25 (37.3% of 
users, 25.3% of total), recommended by 42 (62.7% of users, 42.4% rf, total).) 




- ' ." : Table 6 • " 

California Community College Testing Summary: Most Frequently-Named Publ 
Tests Used for Entrance and Placement, Numbers Using, and Satisfaction 
Level Averages, Ranked by Total Use, 1982-1983 



ished 



"Instrument 


i 


Number Accepting 
At Entrance 




English 
Placement 


Reading 
Placement 


ESL 
Placement 


Mathematics 
Placement 


Total | 
Use 


Satisfaction 
Average 


Satisf action 
Average 


Number 
Using 


Satisfaction 
I Average 


w I 

u 

W MM 

jo a 
B -h 
3 co 
2 D 


Satisfaction 
Average 


Number 
Using 


Satisfaction 
Average 


Number 
Using 


Satisf act ion v 
Average 


1. 


CGR 




8 


4.69 




9 


4.1^ 


9 


3.83 


2 


3.00 


9 


3.51 


37 


3.98 


2, 


NDR 


T 


AO 


3.48 




8 


3.30 


18 


3.53 










36 


3.46 


3. 


ACT 


29 


3.26 


\ 




4.00 


1 


ND* 








•* 


32 


3.37 


4. 


Coop 


7 


4.00 




.0 


3.85 


7 


4.00 






8 


3>.00 


32 


3.67 


1 5; 


SAT 




27 


3.80 




2 


2.00 


1 


4.00 










30/ 


3.69 


6, 


SCAT 


12 


3.54 


J 


7 


3.17 


' 1 


4.00 






10 


3.69 


30 


3.52 


7. 


'TASK ' 


4 


3.25 


6 


3.45 


5 


3.80 






1 


3.00 ' 


16 


3.48 


8. 


Davis 


2 


2.50 




2' 


4.00 


6 


3.80 










10 


3.58 


9. 


TSWE 


1 


4.00 




6 


4.17 


1 


5.00 










8 


4.25 


10. 


CELT 
















6 


3.17 






jfi 


3.17 


11. 


Michigan 


« ■ 














6 


4.32 






6 


4.33 



Satisfaction Level: 1 « very dissatisf ied »to 5 = very satisfied 



o 

ERIC 
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